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Abstract 
 The awareness of personal negotiation style is the most basic step allowing the negotiator to learn, develop and conduct 
successful negotiation processes. The purpose of this study is to identify whether there is a correlation between the negotiation 
style as stated by the negotiator (the “SNS”) and the negotiation style in practice (the “INS”). The results of the study were 
unexpected: no correlation was found between what the participants stated and their in-practice negotiation style. An extreme 
expression of this discrepancy was found in the collaborating style that was chosen by half of the subjects as their stated 
negotiation style, while only 2.6 percent of the total sample was in-practice conducting negotiations in this style.  Moreover, a 
stark contrast was found while the results in the INS indicate that competitive and accommodating styles are considered the 
preferred styles by the Israeli negotiator. This result is particularly interesting in light of the contradiction between the two 
styles. 
Other interesting results have been observed on participants educated in negotiating or having experience in negotiations. 
The results contradicted my hypothesis that participants with experience probably recognize their own style. In light of the 
results of this study, I suggest that negotiators should use the model of this study in order to create for themselves a secure 
first step in the long journey of the negotiation process. 
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1. Strategy in Conducting Business Negotiations 
As an integral part of their skills, managers in various organizations are required to have expertise, leadership 
skills and the ability to conduct efficient negotiations in a wide range of business contexts,  including business 
transactions, discussions regarding employment, corporate team building, contracts, and  dealing with disputes. Over 
the past decades, many studies have tried to improve the understanding of the basic psychological processes which 
operate when conduction negotiations, such as the impact of emotion, motivation, communication, power, and 
culture. These studies have not only expanded the understanding of the importance of psychology in negotiations but 
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have also provided important insight in coaching executives in conducting negotiations or resolving conflicts within 
the organization. (Grahm, 2008) 
Each party to the negotiation has a purpose, interests, opinions and attitudes that affect the way such party behaves. 
The manners in which parties act during the negotiation, affects the nature of the negotiation and its results, since the 
parties, by means of their thoughts, their speech, their acts and their activities maneuver and shape the negotiation. 
The way we conduct negotiations is referred to as strategy. Many factors can affect the parties’ strategy in the 
framework of negotiations. On the one hand there are “external”, objective factors such as personal goals, timetables, 
class (Devenyi, 2002), time, place, political and business environment, national cultural characteristics (Sheer, 2003), 
the context of the negotiations (Elgström, 2000), the area of the negotiation (Da Conceição-Heldt, 2006), time 
pressure (Stuhlmacher 1998), the stage of the negotiation. (Scharpf, 1997) In the other hand, there are "internal", 
subjective factors related to the partners themselves which may have an impact on the strategy employed by the 
parties. Such as: the gender of the negotiators (M. Teresa, 2007), their culture (Salacuse, 1998), their religious culture 
(Tu, 2011), their personality, education, training and intelligence (commercial, technical and/or emotional). (Graham, 
2008) 
2. The Importance of Recognizing One’s Personal Style 
A good negotiation process starts with a good look in the mirror. What is your usual style of behavior? What is 
your natural place in the negotiation and how you can use your instincts as a solid foundation for becoming a better 
negotiator.  If you do not know what your instincts are and how your intuition responds to different conditions, you 
will have a problem planning and conducting efficient negotiations. (Shell, 2006) 
Understanding one’s instincts and intuitions when facing different conditions, constitutes a great advantage when 
planning an efficient strategy for coping and being successful in negotiations. Insufficient familiarity with one’s 
instincts and intuitions in different situations may cause problems in planning an effective strategy. (Shell, 1999, 
2000, 2006) 
Each negotiation begins with the negotiator himself. The first element of effective negotiation is knowing one’s 
own negotiation style, the manner in which a party communicates in a situation of interpersonal conflict. The 
negotiator has to honestly assess his strengths and weaknesses. Once you know the tendency, the personal motivation, 
of yourself as well as of the other party, it is possible to start dealing with strategy. (Thompson, 2001) Some people 
can adapt themselves to different types of situations, while others are less able to do so. Some can be strong in a 
situation that requires strong competitive instincts but weak when it comes to relationships. Many experts believe that 
one teaching method or one style of effective negotiation has to be taught for all cases. Shell (2006) believes that this 
is unrealistic and ineffective. The role is to examine with whom we are negotiating, and act wisely with the help of 
one’s existing skills instead of becoming someone else. 
3. The “Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument" (“TKI”)  
One of the models that were designed to assist individuals in becoming more aware of their characteristic 
approach or style in managing conflict were The TKI model, based on the work of Kenneth W. Thomas and Ralph H. 
Kilmann. (Thomas, 1976), (Thomas and Kilmann, 1988, 1992, 2002)  
Conflict is at the center of negotiations. Conflict in terms of negotiation does not necessarily have to be an actual 
dispute or disagreement. It suffices that there is insufficient information about the other’s wishes or about the other’s 
perception of the events in order to create a conflict.  Such phenomenon is reflected at the beginning of each 
negotiation. Conflict occurs when there is a discrepancy between the parties’ activities (Nicholson, 1995). Also, in a 
situation where there is apparent or practical disagreement between two or more parties regarding values, 
expectations, processes or results, (Ting-Toomey, 2001) as well in a situation in which the concerns of two people 
appear to be incompatible. (Thomas, 1976) Heiba (1984) explains that negotiations are characterized by two 
elements: a shared interest and a matter which is in conflict. The idea of negotiating is to use the common interests of 
the parties to negotiate on the matters at issue. Roloff (1992) argues that since negotiations are conducted when two or 
more parties have to reach a joint decision but have different opinions (i.e., have a conflict at the level of ideas), 
negotiation is a special form of communication focused on the lack of agreement and on reaching a joint agreement. 
In my opinion, there are cases where even only one of the elements (behavior or interests) will create a conflict, for 
example in situations where the parties' acts as being in conflict but in fact have compatible interests. Conversely, the 
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parties may have different interests, but they do not externalize this in their behavior. This is especially common in 
cases of power discrepancies between the parties, such as in the employer-employee relationship. (Nicholson, 1995) 
The TKI has two dimensions, and it is based on the ‘duel concern model’:(1) Concern for satisfaction of one’s 
own needs, also referred to as the assertiveness option, i.e. the extent to which the individual attempts to satisfy his 
own concerns, and (2) Concern for satisfaction the needs of others, which forms the basis of various styles, also 
referred to as the cooperativeness option, i.e. the extent to which the individual attempts to satisfy the concerns of the 
other person. 
This principle has been adopted in many studies dealing with identifying the styles of dealing with conflict and 
negotiation (table 1), when the researchers analyzed the styles on the basis of two axes or dimensions: concern for the 
needs of oneself, as opposed to concern for the other.  The researchers used different names for the styles. (Mouton, 
1964) (Thomas, 1976) (McKersie, 1965) (Rahim, 1992) (Lax, et al., 1986) (Odell, 2002) (Hopmann, 1995) (Elgström, 
2000) (Pruitt, 1983) (Leung & Kim, 2008).  
The TKI defined five specific styles of dealing with conflicts: 
(1) The competing style:  this style is assertive and uncooperative. The individual pursues his own concerns at the 
other person’s expense. This is a power oriented mode, in which one uses whatever power seems appropriate to win 
one’s own position. ‘Standing up for your rights’, defending a position when you believe such position is correct, or 
simply trying to win. 
(2) The accommodating style: this style is unassertive and cooperative - the opposite of competing. When 
accommodating, an individual neglects his own concerns to satisfy the concerns of the other person. There is an 
element of self-sacrifice in obeying another person’s order when one would prefer not to, or yielding to another’s 
point of view. 
(3) The avoiding style:  this style is unassertive and uncooperative.  The individual does not immediately pursue his 
own concerns or those of the other person. He does not address the conflict. Avoiding might take the form of 
diplomatically sidestepping an issue, postponing an issue until a better time, or simply withdrawing from a 
threatening situation. 
(4) The collaborating style:  this style is both assertive and cooperative, the opposite of avoiding. Collaborating 
involves an attempt to work with the other person to find some solution which fully satisfies the concerns of both 
persons. It means digging into an issue to identify the underlying concerns of the two individuals and to find an 
alternative which meets both sets of concerns.  
(5) The compromising style:  this style lies between assertiveness and cooperativeness. The purpose is to find some 
expedient, mutually acceptable solution which partially satisfies both parties. It falls in the middle ground between 
competing and accommodating. Compromising gives up more than competing but less than accommodating. 
Likewise, it addresses an issue more directly than according to the avoiding style, but doesn’t explore it in as much 
depth as in the collaborating style. Compromising might mean splitting the difference, exchanging concessions or 
seeking a quick middle-ground position. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument 
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Table 1: Describes a comparison of the major negotiation styles studies 
1979 
Rahim 
1976 
Thomas & Khilman 
1965 
Walton & McKersie  
1964 
Blake & Mouton 
 
Dominating competing Distributive Forcing high concern for self and low 
concern for other 
Integrating Collaboration  problem solving high concern for self and 
others 
Compromising Compromising  Compromising intermediate in concern for self 
and others 
Obliging Accommodating integrative Smoothing low concern for self and high 
concern for others 
Avoiding Avoiding  Withdrawing low concern for self and others 
4. Research Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to identify whether there is a correlation between the negotiation style as stated 
by the negotiator (the “SNS”) and the negotiation style in practice (the “INS”). The hypotheses are: 1. No strong 
correlation exists between the SNS to the INS among negotiators who do not have negotiation experience; 2. A 
strong relationship exists between the SNS and the INS among negotiators who conduct negotiations as part of 
their work or took academic studies and courses in negotiations. 
5. Method 
352 Israeli students participated in the current study, of which 45% males and 55% females. Most participants 
(40%) studied business management, 30% studied engineering, 10% studied economics, and the rest (20%) 
studied other curriculums related to management. The data were collected by means of a large study 
questionnaire divided into 3 parts: 1. Participants were asked to report several socio-demographic characteristics 
and prior experience and education in conducting negotiations. 2. For purposes of examining the actual 
negotiation style of the participants, the original Thomas and Kilmann conflict handling styles questionnaire were 
used. This questionnaire measures conflict handling styles and includes 30 items. Each item presents two possible 
behaviors responding to a specific situation, regarding which the participants' goals differ from each other. The 
participant is asked to choose one preferred behavior upon the other. Finally, with respect to each participant, the 
dominant conflict handling style was indicated among 5 styles: competing, collaborating, compromising, 
avoiding and accommodating. 
For each participant a dominant style (top 25%) relates to the number of researched subjects who use a style 
more dominantly than the norm as determined by the TKI model, was defined. The TKI questionnaire was 
translated into Hebrew by professional translators in accordance with the academic translation norms. The Test-
Retest Reliabilities of the MODE ranges from .61-.68 and Cronbach alpha .43-.71 (Rahim, Magner, 1995) 
(Michael, Thomas & Jerry, 2001, p.317) 3. In order to examine the stated negotiation style of the participants, 
each participant was asked to classify the style that best describes his negotiating style, out of five sentences, 
each reflecting a TKI style or model. 
6. Data Analysis 
In order to test the hypotheses of the study, all data were entered into the SPSS, version 21. First, descriptive 
statistics procedures were used, producing ranges, means and standard deviations. Since hypotheses test 
correlations between categorical variables, a correlation coefficient was used to identify the correlation between 
INS and SNS within total sample,  the participants who took negotiation courses, (questions 48, 49 of the 
questionnaire) and the participants who conduct negotiations as part of their work (question 51).  Significance 
level for testing is 5%.  
7. Results 
As shown in table 2 and 3, the most in practice negotiation style (INS) among the entire sample is the 
accommodating (39.5%) and competing (37%). The most non-used style is the collaborating (2.6%). The most 
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common negotiation style as stated by the participants (SNS) is collaborating (49.8%). The most non-stated style 
are  avoiding (8.5%) and accommodating (10.8%).  
Table 2: Distribution of negotiation handling styles among total sample 
Range Competing Collaborating Compromising Avoiding Accommodating 
Top 25% 130 (37%) 9 (2.6%) 59 (16.8%) 100 (28.4%) 139 (39.5%) 
Middle 50% 167 (47.4%) 157 (44.6%) 250 (71%) 185 (52.6%) 162 (46%) 
Bottom 25% 55 (15.6%) 186 (52.8%) 43 (12.2%) 67 (19%) 51 (14.5%) 
Table 3: Distribution of negotiation handling styles as stated by the total sample, according to priority  
SNS Frequency Percentage 
competing 57 16.2 
collaborating 175 49.8 
compromising 42 12 
avoiding 30 8.5 
accommodating 38 10.8 
 
No correlation was found, in the entire sample group, between the SNS and the INS, except for the competing 
style where a significantly weak correlation was found (Pearson Correlation = 0.397, Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.000)  
 
Table 3: Correlations between INS and SNS among total sample. 
   SNS - competing SNS - collaborating SNS  - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS - avoiding 
INS - competing Pearson 
Correlation -.397(**) .133(*) .256(**) .136(*) -.068 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .013 .000 .011 .203 
  N 350 350 350 350 350 
INS - 
collaborating 
Pearson 
Correlation -.077 .007 .034 -.042 .060 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .148 .889 .525 .434 .267 
  N 350 350 350 350 350 
INS - 
compromising 
Pearson 
Correlation .184(**) -.117(*) -.099 .071 -.063 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .028 .064 .186 .241 
  N 350 350 350 350 350 
INS - avoiding Pearson 
Correlation .229(**) -.069 -.149(**) -.054 .034 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .198 .005 .315 .520 
  N 350 350 350 350 350 
INS - 
accommodating 
Pearson 
Correlation .258(**) -.035 -.180(**) -.153(**) .068 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .515 .001 .004 .203 
  N 350 350 350 350 350 
 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Among the respondents who took negotiation courses (N=79) no correlation was found between the SNS and 
the INS, except for the competing style, where a significantly weak correlation was found (Pearson Correlation = 
0.390, Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.000). In the group of individuals who did not take negotiation courses (N = 272) a 
significantly negligible correlation was found in the compromising and accommodating styles (Pearson 
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Correlation = 0.122-, Sig. (2-tailed) = .045) and a significantly weak correlation was found in the competing style 
(Pearson Correlation = 0.398, Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.000)(tables 5-6) 
Table 5: Correlations between INS and SNS among  non-educated. 
   SNS - competing SNS - collaborating SNS - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS -    avoiding 
INS - 
competing 
Pearson 
Correlation -.398(**) .169(**) .238(**) .153(*) -.096 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .005 .000 .012 .117 
  N 271 271 271 271 271 
INS - 
collaborating 
Pearson 
Correlation -.081 -.010 .046 -.009 .083 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .182 .865 .450 .882 .175 
  N 271 271 271 271 271 
INS - 
compromising 
Pearson 
Correlation .206(**) -.143(*) -.122(*) .045 -.010 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .018 .045 .459 .868 
  N 271 271 271 271 271 
INS - avoiding Pearson 
Correlation .201(**) -.094 -.106 -.034 .000 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .123 .081 .578 .996 
  N 271 271 271 271 271 
INS - 
accommodating 
Pearson 
Correlation .269(**) -.028 -.190(**) -.199(**) .074 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .652 .002 .001 .225 
  N 271 271 271 271 271 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 6: Correlations between INS and SNS among educated. 
    SNS - competing SNS- collaborating SNS -   compromising SNS - acommodation SNS -    avoiding 
INS - 
competing 
Pearson Correlation -.390(**) -.012 .300(**) .105 .045 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .917 .007 .357 .694 
  N 79 79 79 79 79 
INS - 
collaborating 
Pearson Correlation -.063 .065 -.008 -.137 -.017 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .579 .571 .945 .229 .880 
  N 79 79 79 79 79 
INS - 
compromising 
Pearson Correlation .103 -.030 -.020 .154 -.256(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .364 .795 .861 .177 .023 
  N 79 79 79 79 79 
INS - avoiding Pearson Correlation .330(**) .034 -.289(**) -.122 .145 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .767 .010 .283 .203 
  N 79 79 79 79 79 
INS - 
accommodating 
Pearson Correlation .219 -.042 -.138 -.042 .037 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .053 .716 .224 .714 .743 
  N 79 79 79 79 79 
 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
In the groups of respondents who are engaged in negotiations at work (N = 69) no correlation was found between 
the stated styles and the in practice styles, in the entire sample, except for the competing style where a 
significantly weak correlation was found (Pearson Correlation = 0.344, Sig . (two-tailed) = 0.004). By contrast, 
among the group of respondents who did not engage in negotiations at work (N = 275) a significantly weak 
correlation was found in the accommodating style  (Pearson Correlation = 0.191, Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.001) and a 
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significantly moderate correlation was found in the competing style (Pearson Correlation = 0.409, Sig. (2-tailed) 
= .0.00) (tables 7-8) 
Table 7: Correlations between INS and SNS among professional negotiator. 
    SNS - competing SNS - collaborating SNS - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS - avoiding 
INS - competing Pearson 
Correlation 
-.344(**) -.059 .232 .251(*) .014 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .629 .055 .037 .910 
  N 69 69 69 69 69 
INS - collaborating Pearson 
Correlation 
.144 .168 .018 -.196 -.133 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .238 .168 .880 .106 .277 
  N 69 69 69 69 69 
INS - ompromising Pearson 
Correlation 
.275(*) -.003 -.044 -.083 -.197 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .022 .980 .721 .498 .104 
  N 69 69 69 69 69 
INS - avoiding Pearson 
Correlation 
.021 .009 -.116 .024 .037 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .864 .942 .345 .847 .765 
  N 69 69 69 69 69 
INS - 
Accommodating 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.046 -.113 -.094 -.050 .252(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .707 .353 .441 .683 .037 
  N 69 69 69 69 69 
 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 8: Correlations between INS and SNS among non professional negotiator. 
    SNS-competing SNS-collaborating SNS - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS - avoiding 
INS - competing Pearson Correlation -.409(**) .183(**) .246(**) .123(*) -.082 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .041 .177 
  N 275 275 275 275 275 
INS - collaborating Pearson Correlation -.153(*) -.055 .038 .018 .125(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .360 .528 .772 .038 
  N 275 275 275 275 275 
INS - compromising Pearson Correlation .166(**) -.140(*) -.110 .103 -.038 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .021 .070 .087 .525 
  N 275 275 275 275 275 
INS - avoiding Pearson Correlation .287(**) -.088 -.155(*) -.087 .038 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .143 .010 .151 .530 
  N 275 275 275 275 275 
INS - accommodating Pearson Correlation .329(**) -.016 -.184(**) -.191(**) .016 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .787 .002 .001 .789 
  N 275 275 275 275 275 
 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
In the group of respondents who studied and/or are engaged in negotiations at work (N = 122) no correlation 
was found between the stated styles and the in practice styles in the entire sample, except for the competing style 
where a significantly weak correlation was found (Pearson Correlation = 0.352, Sig. (2 - tailed) = 0.000). Among 
the respondents who did not study and/or do not engage in negotiations at work (N = 228) a significantly weak 
correlation was found in the accommodating style (Pearson Correlation = 0.220, Sig. (2-tailed) = .001) and a 
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significantly moderate correlation was found in the competing style (Pearson Correlation = 0.433, Sig. (2-tailed) 
= 0.000). (tables 9-10). 
Table 9: Correlations between INS and SNS among professional and educated negotiator. 
   SNS - competing SNS-collaborating SNS - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS - avoiding 
INS - competing Pearson Correlation -.352(**) -.005 .248(**) .136 .038 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .954 .006 .136 .681 
  N 122 122 122 122 122 
INS - collaborating Pearson Correlation .042 .086 .013 -.152 -.086 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .649 .344 .884 .096 .347 
  N 122 122 122 122 122 
INS - 
compromising 
Pearson Correlation .122 -.075 -.055 .095 -.155 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .179 .412 .548 .299 .088 
  N 122 122 122 122 122 
INS - avoiding Pearson Correlation .185(*) .023 -.175 -.036 .070 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .041 .805 .054 .691 .445 
  N 122 122 122 122 122 
INS - 
accommodating 
Pearson Correlation .115 -.033 -.096 -.071 .092 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .206 .717 .295 .434 .316 
  N 122 122 122 122 122 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 10: Correlations between INS and SNS among non professional and non educated negotiator. 
   SNS - competing SNS-collaborating SNS - compromising SNS - acommodation SNS - avoiding 
INS - competing Pearson Correlation -.433(**) .199(**) .250(**) .158(*) -.103 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .000 .017 .121 
  N 228 228 228 228 228 
INS - collaborating Pearson Correlation -.145(*) -.045 .046 .037 .146(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .504 .486 .575 .027 
  N 228 228 228 228 228 
INS - 
compromising 
Pearson Correlation .214(**) -.145(*) -.122 .059 -.015 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .028 .065 .377 .820 
  N 228 228 228 228 228 
INS - avoiding Pearson Correlation .259(**) -.110 -.126 -.079 .000 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .097 .057 .233 .996 
  N 228 228 228 228 228 
INS - 
accommodating 
Pearson Correlation .339(**) -.029 -.221(**) -.220(**) .047 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .667 .001 .001 .482 
  N 228 228 228 228 228 
 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
8. Discussion 
It can be said that this study is a pioneering study in its field. An analysis of the results shows that there is a 
significant difference and discrepancy between the statements made by the respondents regarding their SNS, and 
their INS. The results in the INS indicate that competitive and accommodating styles are considered the preferred 
styles by the Israeli negotiator. This result is particularly interesting in light of the contradiction between the two 
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styles, taking into account that the competitive style reflects assertiveness and uncooperativeness, compared to 
the accommodating style which reflects unassertiveness and cooperativeness. 
Brett (2001) claims that Israelis are mostly individualistic in nature which means that negotiators are 
concerned with themselves and generally are not concerned with the welfare of the other party as long as they are 
not affected. The results of the Brett study indicate that when comparing to the USA and to Germany, Israelis are 
the most competitive.  
Galin (1996) has analyzed the profile of the Israeli negotiator and found that Israel is at a lower place in the 
hierarchical dimension (as compared to America) and explains that the Israeli negotiator tends to try to gain as 
much authority as possible, and to achieve a negotiation position with the highest possible authority figure - 
competing. On the other hand, the high rank of Israel on the uncertainty avoidance dimension explains the 
tendency of the Israeli negotiator to avoid risks. This could indicate the selection of the accommodating and 
avoiding style at high levels. 
The fact that the current study shows the researched subjects as belonging to two poles of the dual concern 
model may initially appear confusing, However, we must keep in mind that the research was conducted in Israel, 
a young immigration country, with multiple ethnic groups integrating eastern and western attitudes (Cohen, 
2004) and it can therefore be expected that homogeneity will not be high. 
Another interesting issue arising from the research results is the discrepancy between the respondents’ 
statements and the actual results. An extreme expression of this discrepancy can be found in the collaborating 
style chosen by half of the subjects (49.8%) as the SNS, while in fact only 2.6% of the sample were diagnosed as 
dominant in that style (INS). The collaborating style is assertive as well as cooperative. Collaboration involves an 
attempt to work with others to find solutions that will satisfy the needs of both parties (Thomas & Kilmann, 
1974). The collaborator actively seeks integrative solutions or win-win solutions. During the negotiation process, 
the collaborator should try to find creative solutions to reach a win-win situation. The collaborating style requires 
time and effort on both sides, it also requires good interpersonal skills, including open communication, trust and 
mutual support. (Seymour, 1993) As a result, people may find it very challenging to adopt this negotiation style 
(Ma, 2007) but in the absence of appropriate tools, they probably would not be able to conclude such negotiation. 
Therefore, it seems that the Israeli respondent considers this the most desirable style of conducting 
negotiations, but on the other hand, he apparently does not have the ability and/or the tools to implement it de 
facto and he expresses in the INS - his tendency to deal with conflict. 
The fact that no significant correlation was found, in the professional group, between the SNS and the INS, 
and that such correlation was not found in the group that gained education in the field of negotiation, indicates 
that the respondents apparently did not learn enough or do not have the experience granting them the ability to 
recognize their style.  Alternatively, it is possible that the distinction between the different styles was not part of 
studied topics, which made it hard for the respondents to identify themselves so that their desired style would 
eventually become their de facto style of negotiation. 
An additional possible reason for the contradiction between the SNS to the INS, even among those having 
experience in negotiations, is the negotiation environment in Israel. Studies have found Israel to be aggressive 
(Katz, 2007), competitive (Brett, 2001), but also having a tendency to avoid taking risks without security. (Galin, 
1996) Therefore, it is possible that the respondents did strongly identify with the collaborating style, which is 
familiar to them from their studies, and which is considered the ultimate negotiation style (win-win) (Fisher & 
Uri, 1991), but de facto act according to what the environment dictates them – competitiveness and aggression on 
the one hand, and avoiding risks (accommodating and avoidance) on the other. 
 
9. Summary 
The ability to conduct negotiation is an important skill for each manager in the business world. The 
importance of characterizing one’s natural style constitutes the first step in building a strategy for successful 
negotiation. The mere fact that most respondents do not recognize their own negotiation style certainly may 
create difficulty in creating the right strategy when managing a crisis or conducting negotiations. 
University lecturers teach students strategy management and various negotiation tactics, but they are not 
always aware of the significant importance in recognizing the inherent personal style of the manager when 
conducting negotiations or managing conflicts. 
The results of this study, especially the results of the respondents who took academic negotiations courses, 
reinforce the need for extensive research on this subject and perhaps even a change or an examination of the 
effectiveness of the study methodology on this topic. 
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In my opinion, no matter what your character is, conducting business negotiations is a professional mission. 
Therefore, adopting the right style at the right time during negotiations, even if it is not your preferred style can 
help achieving the interests of the organization you represent. 
Negotiation is like a long journey that involves ups and downs. As any long journey, which begins with a 
single step, so does negotiation begin with the first step which is recognition of one’s natural style. 
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